Final Environmental Impact Statement for Allotment A-1
Management Planning in the Oglala and Fall River West GAs

APPENDIX A

2001 LRMP DIRECTION (OBJECTIVES, STANDARDS, AND GUIDELINES)

Objectives are concise, time-specific statements of measurable planned steps taken to accomplish a goal. They are generally achieved by
implementing a project or activity. However, objectives are not targets. Targets are dependent upon budgets, which may or may not reflect
management plan emphasis areas.

Standards are actions that must be followed or are required limits to activities in order to achieve grassland/forest objectives. Site-specific

deviations from standards must be analyzed and documented in management plan amendments.

Guidelines are actions that should be followed to achieve grassland or forest goals and objectives. Deviations from guidelines must be
analyzed during project-level analysis and documented in a project decision document, but do not require management plan amendments.

Table A- 1. 2001 LRMP direction related to livestock management on the Oglala and Fall River West geographic areas (GAS).

Source

2001 LRMP Direction

Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA

Grassland wide Goal 1a
Objective 1

Improve 20 percent of 6™-level watersheds from Class 11 to Class |,
or from Class 111 to Class Il. Maintenance of unimpaired
watersheds and restoration of impaired watershed are high
priorities.

Meeting

Obijective 2

percent of riparian areas and woody draws toward self-
perpetuating tree and shrub regeneration within site capability.

Grassland wide Goal 1a Achieve a 20 percent reduction in acres of eroded or disturbed Meeting
Objective 1 soils by Forest Service permitted or management actions.
Grassland wide Goal 1a Implement management practices that will move at least 80 Meeting

Long-term monitoring will continue to evaluate
grazing management effects.

Grassland wide Goal 1c
Obijective 2

Over the next 15 years, retain only those range structures (fences
and water developments) that achieve resource management (i.e.,
wildlife habitat, botanical, range management, visual quality, and
recreation) goals and objectives.

Moving toward
New or reconstructed livestock fences will meet
forest plan direction for wildlife passage.
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A-2 Pine Ridge and Fall River Ranger Districts
Nebraska National Forests and Grasslands

Source

2001 LRMP Direction

Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA

Grassland wide Goal 2¢c
Obijective 1

Annually, provide forage for livestock on suitable rangelands.
Annual grazing levels will be adjusted, as needed, during periods
of drought or for other conditions.

Meeting

Water standard 3

In the water influence zone next to perennial and intermittent
streams, lakes, and wetlands, allow only those actions that
maintain or improve long-term health and riparian ecosystem
condition.

Meeting on the majority of riparian areas and
woody draws that exist in the project area and
moving toward on the remainder.

Long-term monitoring will continue to evaluate
grazing management effects.

Water standard 5

Conduct actions so that stream pattern, geometry, and habitats are
maintained or improved toward robust stream health.

Meeting on the majority of riparian areas and
woody draws that exist in the project area and
moving toward on the remainder.

Long-term monitoring will continue to evaluate
grazing management effects.

Paleontological resources
standard 1

Protect key paleontological resources (Classes 3, 4, and 5 of the
Fossil Potential Classification) from disturbance, or mitigate the
effects of disturbance, to conserve scientific, interpretive, and
legacy values.

Moving toward.
Once fence exclosures are constructed, we will
meet direction.

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
standard 2

Modify livestock grazing practices as needed to reduce adverse
impacts of drought on food and cover for prairie grouse and other
wildlife.

Moving toward
Monitoring for sharp-tailed grouse will need to
continue on the ONG since it is a MIS species.

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
standard 3

When installing new livestock water tanks, install durable and
effective escape ramps for birds and small mammals. During
maintenance of existing tanks, replace ramps that are ineffective or
missing.

Moving toward

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
guideline 7

Manage vegetation so native forbs periodically complete their full
reproductive cycle

Meeting
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Management Planning in the Oglala and Fall River West GAs

Source

2001 LRMP Direction

Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
guideline 8

Use the following criteria at the project level to help determine
where to manage for tall and dense nesting habitat in as large of
blocks as possible in upland areas for waterfowl, prairie grouse and
other ground-nesting birds:

Presence of moderate to highly productive soils.

Dominance of mid to tall grass species.

Proximity to waterfowl pairing ponds and/or prairie grouse

display grounds.

Proximity to wetlands with well-developed emergent vegetation.

Proximity to cooperative waterfowl/wetland development

projects and other major wetland complexes.

Moving toward
Monitoring will need to be implemented or
continued to determine site capability.

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
guideline 10

During the AMP process or as other opportunities arise, design and
implement livestock grazing strategies to provide well-developed
emergent vegetation through the growing season on 30 to 50% of
the wetlands (natural and constructed) distributed across
watersheds and landscapes, contingent on local site potential.

Moving toward

Many wetlands occur within exclosures. Usually
allow grazing before June 1 or after September 15
to avoid the growing season for most wetland
plants.

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
guideline 11

During the AMP process or as other opportunities arise, design and
implement livestock grazing strategies to provide for thick and
brushy understories and multi-layer and multi-age structure in
riparian habitats, wooded draws and woody thickets, contingent on
local site potential.

Meeting on the majority of riparian areas and
woody draws that exist in the project area and
moving toward on the remainder.

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
guideline 15

To help reduce disturbances to breeding and nesting sharp-tailed
grouse, do not authorize the following activities within 1.0 mile of
active display grounds from March 1 to June 15: construction (e.g.,
roads, water impoundments, pipelines, utilities, oil and gas
facilities, fencing).

Meeting
This will be considered for range management
improvement construction.
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A-4 Pine Ridge and Fall River Ranger Districts
Nebraska National Forests and Grasslands

Source

2001 LRMP Direction

Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
guideline 17

During the AMP process or as other opportunities arise, design and
implement livestock grazing strategies that provide quality nesting
and brooding habitat on at least 25% of the grasslands (consistent
with vegetation objectives for the geographic area) within 1.0 mile
of active sharp-tailed grouse display grounds. Consult [forest plan]
Appendix H for a description of quality habitat for sharp-tailed
grouse.

Moving toward on the Oglala GA.
More monitoring needed to evaluate.

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
guideline 19

To help provide suitable habitat for black-footed ferrets and their
young during the breeding and whelping seasons, prohibit the
following activities within 1/8 mile of prairie dog colonies, or
those portions of larger colonies, occupied or thought to be
occupied by ferrets from March 1 through August 31: construction
(e.g., roads, water impoundments, oil and gas facilities).

NA

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
guideline 20

To help provide suitable habitat for black-footed ferrets and their
young during the breeding and whelping seasons, do not authorize
the following activities within 1/8 mile of prairie dog colonies, or
those portions of larger colonies, occupied or thought to be
occupied by ferrets from March 1 through August 31: construction
(e.q., pipelines, utilities, fencing).

NA

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
guideline 23

Do not authorize new facilities, roads, trails, fences, salting and
mineral areas, or water developments in habitat occupied by
sensitive plant species.

NA for the Oglala GA
Meeting for the Fall River West GA

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
standard 24

During the AMP process or as other opportunities arise, design and
implement livestock grazing strategies that allow sensitive plant
species to complete their reproductive cycles at a frequency that
maintains and enhances their populations.

NA for the Oglala GA
Meeting for the Fall River West GA

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
standard 27

As opportunities arise, design timing, intensity and frequency of
mowing, burning and livestock grazing to maintain and/or increase
populations of sensitive plant species and the health of rare plant
communities.

Meeting for sensitive plants
Moving toward for rare plant communities
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Source

2001 LRMP Direction

Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
guideline 30

Design vegetation and pest management activities (e.g., prescribed
burning, mowing, livestock grazing, or grasshopper spraying) and
pesticide application projects in known habitats of sensitive
butterfly species to reduce mortality of butterflies and to maintain
or enhance nectar and larvae host plant species.

Moving toward
Monitoring would need to be established.

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
guideline 38

During the AMP process or as other opportunities arise, design and
implement livestock grazing strategies that provide quality nesting
and brooding habitat on at least 30% of the area within 1.0 mile of
active display grounds (consistent with vegetation objectives for
the geographic area).

Moving toward
More monitoring needed to evaluate.

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
guideline 45

To reduce disturbances to swift fox during the breeding and
whelping seasons, prohibit the following activities within 0.25
miles of their dens from March 1 to August 31: construction (e.g.,
roads, water impoundments, oil and gas facilities).

Meeting

Forest plan direction for swift fox will be followed
prior to construction of range improvements.
Monitoring will need to be conducted.

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
guideline 46

To reduce disturbances to swift fox during the breeding and
whelping seasons, do not authorize the following activities within
0.25 miles of their dens from March 1 to August 31: construction
(e.g., pipelines, utilities, fencing).

Meeting

Forest plan direction for swift fox will be followed
prior to construction of range improvements.
Monitoring will need to be conducted.

Fish, wildlife, rare plants
guideline 48

During the AMP process or as other opportunities arise, design and
implement livestock grazing strategies that provide a mosaic of
low, moderate and high grassland structure in occupied swift fox
habitat, consistent with vegetation objectives for the geographic
area.

Moving toward
Swift fox monitoring is needed on the Oglala GA
Meeting on the Fall River West GA

Livestock grazing guideline 3

Adjust livestock management activities annually as needed to take
into account the effect of natural processes, such as droughts, fires,
floods, and grasshoppers on forage availability.

Meeting
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A-6 Pine Ridge and Fall River Ranger Districts
Nebraska National Forests and Grasslands

Source

2001 LRMP Direction

Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA

Livestock grazing guideline 4

Manage livestock grazing to maintain or improve riparian/woody
draw areas. Implement the following practices:
Avoid season-long grazing and activities, such as feeding,
salting, herding, or water developments, which concentrate
livestock in riparian/woody draw areas.
Control the timing, duration, and intensity of grazing in riparian
areas to promote establishment and development of woody
species.

Meeting on the majority of riparian areas and
woody draws that exist in the project area and
moving toward on the remainder.

Livestock grazing guideline 5

Meet rest objectives based on, but not limited to, the following
desired conditions:
Where high structure is required for plant and animal
communities (See Geographic Area) and/or reproductive success
of Management Indicator Species and threatened, endangered,
and sensitive species.
Where increased fuel loads are desired for prescribed burning.
Where rest is required for vegetative recovery after wildfire or
prescribed burns.
Where ungrazed areas are desired for monitoring vegetation
structure or for research needs.
Where ungrazed areas are desired for biological diversity.

Meeting

Rest is identified as an adaptive option for several
allotments and can be implemented if needed to
achieve objectives.

Livestock grazing guideline 6

When allotment management plans are revised, adjust stocking
levels to account for the variations in live weight of livestock if
needed to meet desired vegetative conditions.

Meeting
Stocking levels adjusted based upon results of
monitoring rangeland vegetation condition.

Livestock grazing guideline 9

Prioritize and remove any fences or water developments that are
not contributing to achieving desired conditions.

Meeting

Following monitoring and evaluation, unneeded
range improvements would be prioritized for
removal.
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Source

2001 LRMP Direction

Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA

Non native and invasive species
guideline 6

Utilize all methods feasible, including livestock grazing strategies,
in the integrated pest management program.

Meeting

Livestock management will continue to be
considered in the integrated pest management
program.

Heritage resources guideline 2

Consider American Indian traditional cultural plant use, when
designing vegetative management activities.

Meeting

If American Indian traditional plant use is
identified in the geographic area, vegetation
management will be designed in consideration of
such use.

Heritage resources standard. 5

Protect heritage resources from damage by activities or vandalism
through project design, specified protection measures, monitoring,
and coordination.

Meeting

Livestock management activities would be
designed so that heritage resources would not be
damaged.

Infrastructure use and
management guideline 6

Build new and reconstructed fences to provide for big game
movement (Appendix B)* and access for recreation, fire
protection, and mineral development.

* Fence specifications from LRMP appendix B are listed at the end
of this table.

Fences construction would follow this forest plan
direction.

(Infrastructure use and
management guideline 7)

As opportunities allow, install gates along all existing fences at
intervals to provide reasonable access.

Fences construction would follow this forest plan
direction.

Infrastructure use and
management guideline 8

Install all gates so they are easily opened and closed by all users.

Fences construction would follow this forest plan
direction.

Oglala GA
Vegetation objective 1

Manage the geographic area to meet the following vegetation
composition objectives:

Late seral = 10% to 30%

Late intermediate seral = 50% to 70%

Early intermediate seral = 10% to 20%

Early seral = 1% to 10%

Meeting and moving toward

Livestock management would allow us to move
toward the desired composition.

Currently at Late Seral=28%, Late
Intermediate=47%, Early Intermediate=24% and
Early=1%
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A-8 Pine Ridge and Fall River Ranger Districts
Nebraska National Forests and Grasslands

Source

2001 LRMP Direction

Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA

Oglala GA
Vegetation objective 2

Manage the geographic area to meet the following vegetation
structure objectives:

High = 10% to 30%

Moderate = 50% to 70%

Low = 10% to 30%

Moving toward
VOR monitoring will need to be conducted

Oglala GA
Plains sharp-tailed grouse
objectives

Plains sharp-tailed grouse

Establish and maintain quality nesting and brooding habitat for
sharp-tailed grouse (see [forest plan] Appendix H) and associated
wildlife by meeting vegetation objectives for high structure
within 10 years. Objective

Establish and maintain quality foraging habitat for sharp-tailed
grouse and associated wildlife species by enhancing and/or
maintaining a diversity of forb species in grassland communities
and regeneration of shrub patches and the shrub component of
wooded draws and riparian habitats. Objective

Moving toward

Oglala GA standards and
guidelines
Vegetation 1.

Use current monitoring information and stocking rate guidelines
for livestock grazing (see Appendix 1) to help design and
implement range management strategies for meeting desired
vegetation objectives. Standard

Moving toward

Under adaptive management and with monitoring
results, range management practices would be
implemented to meet desired vegetation
objectives.

Oglala GA standards and

Manage riparian areas to maximize riparian vegetation such as

Meeting on the majority of riparian areas and

Infrastructure 1.

condition objectives (wildlife habitat, botanical, range
management, visual quality and recreation). Guideline

guidelines sedges, rushes, willows, cottonwoods and green ash. Guideline woody draws that exist in the project area and
Riparian 1. moving toward on the remainder.

Oglala GA standards and New structural range improvements (fences and water Moving toward

guidelines developments) may be constructed as needed to achieve desired

Appendix A — LRMP Direction




Final Environmental Impact Statement for Allotment A-9
Management Planning in the Oglala and Fall River West GAs

Source

2001 LRMP Direction

Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA

Oglala GA standards and
guidelines

Wildlife, fish, and rare plants
1. MIS

Black-tailed prairie dog
Manage livestock grazing to encourage prairie dog colony
expansion in interior areas and to slow expansion along property
boundaries. The appropriate livestock grazing strategies for
individual areas will be identified as site-specific management
plans are revised. Guideline

Moving toward

Oglala GA standards and
guidelines

Wildlife, fish, and rare plants
1. MIS

Plains sharp-tailed grouse

A range of 10 to 30% of the acres is prescribed for high structure
grasslands in this geographic area. A substantial amount of this
acreage should be located where it would optimize habitat for
sharp-tailed grouse and associated species. The following criteria
will be considered during site-specific project level planning to
help determine the best locations to manage for high structure
grasslands:

Presence of moderate to highly productive soils and range

sites,

Proximity to sharp-tailed grouse display grounds,

Proximity to shrub habitats, private croplands and other sharp-

tailed grouse foraging habitats. Guideline

Moving toward

Oglala GA standards and
guidelines

Wildlife, fish, and rare plants
2. TES

Mountain plover

To help reduce disturbances and risks to nesting mountain plover,

prohibit the following activities in plover nesting areas or within

0.25 miles of plover nests from March 15 through July 31:
Construction (e.g., roads water impoundments).

To help reduce disturbances and risks to nesting mountain plover,

do not authorize the following activities in plover nesting areas or

within 0.25 miles of plover nests from March 15 through July 31.:
Construction (e.g., pipelines, utilities, fencing).

Moving toward

Mountain plover monitoring is needed to
determine existence. To date no mountain plover
have been observed in the project area.
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A-10 Pine Ridge and Fall River Ranger Districts

Nebraska National Forests and Grasslands
Source 2001 LRMP Direction Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA
2. TES, cont. Mountain plover, cont. Moving toward

Use the following criteria at the project level to help determine
where to use prescribed burning and high livestock grazing
intensities ([forest plan] Appendix I) to provide low grassland
structure and enhanced mountain plover nesting and brooding
habitat:

Proximity to existing mountain plover nesting areas.

Proximity to prairie dog colonies.

Presence of expansive and flat grassland areas. Guideline

Mountain plover monitoring is needed to
determine existence. To date no mountain plover
have been observed in the project area.

Oglala GA standards and Swift fox Meeting
guidelines The northeast portion of this geographic area is near an area on
Wildlife, fish, and rare plants the Buffalo Gap National Grassland that supports swift fox, and
2. TES there’s a high probability that swift fox also uses this part of the
Oglala National Grassland. USDA predator (primarily coyote)
control activities to reduce livestock losses will be limited in this
area to methods that do not pose a significant and direct mortality
risk to swift fox. This standard would also apply to any other
areas in this geographic area where swift fox are found in the
future. Standard
Fall River West Geographic area | Manage the geographic area to meet the following vegetation Meeting

Vegetation objective 1

composition objectives:
Late seral = 10% to 30%
Late intermediate seral = 50% to 70%
Early intermediate seral = 10% to 20%
Early seral = 1% to 10%

Currently at Late=17%, Late Intermediate=61%,
Early Intermediate=15%, and Early=7%

Fall River West Geographic area
Vegetation objective 2

Manage the geographic area to meet the following vegetation
structure objectives:

High = 10% to 30%

Moderate = 50% to 70%

Low = 10% to 30%

Meeting.
Currently at High=12%, Moderate=62% and Low
26%
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Source

2001 LRMP Direction

Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA

Oglala and Fall River West GAs

Prescribe burn a minimum of 1,500 acres per decade to meet
objectives.

Moving toward

Oglala and Fall River West GAs
Rest objective 1

Rest 1-10 percent of the suitable rangeland each year.

Meeting

Approximately 5,600 capable acres in the
geographic area are generally excluded from
grazing. This equates to approximately 5% of the
geographic area being rested from grazing
annually. If site-specific monitoring indicates that
a change in grazing management is needed, rest
would be considered as an adaptive management
option. The result could be an increase in the
amount of area rested.

Fall River West GA objectives
Wildlife, Fish and Rare Plants
1. MIS

Sage Grouse

Provide habitat conditions that, in combination with sagebrush
habitat on adjoining lands, helps support stable to increasing sage
grouse populations (long-term trends) in the western part of this
geographic area. Objective

Establish and maintain quality nesting and brooding habitat for
sage grouse (Appendix H) and associated wildlife across most of
the sagebrush habitat in this geographic area within 10 to 15
years. Objective

Moving toward

Monitoring indicates little if any sage grouse in the
Fall River West GA due to sparse sagebrush

cover.

Fall River West GA objectives The area will be managed to maintain and enhance habitat for Meeting
2. Special Plant and Wildlife waterfowl and shorebirds as follows:

(3.64) Area: Special Provide diverse and quality wetland/aquatic habitat at levels that
Wetland/Aquatic Habitat (Crowe | help support stable to increasing populations of waterfowl and

Dam) other wildlife with similar habitat needs. Objective

Fall River West GA standards Use existing monitoring information and stocking rate guidelines | Meeting

and guidelines
Vegetation standard 1

for livestock grazing (see [forest plan] Appendix I) to help design
and implement range management strategies to meet desired
vegetation objectives. Standard
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A-12 Pine Ridge and Fall River Ranger Districts
Nebraska National Forests and Grasslands

Source

2001 LRMP Direction

Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA

Fall River West GA standards
and guidelines
Infrastructure guideline 1

New structural improvements (fences and water developments)
may be constructed as needed to achieve desired condition
objectives. Guideline

Meeting

Fall River West GA standards
and guidelines

Wildlife, fish and rare plant
standards and guidelines

1. MIS

Sage grouse

To reduce disturbances to nesting sage grouse, prohibit the
following activities within 2.0 miles of active display grounds
from March 1 to June 15:

Construction (e.g., roads, water impoundments, oil and gas

facilities).
To reduce disturbances to nesting sage grouse, do not authorize
the following activities within 2.0 miles of active display grounds
from March 1 to June 15:

Construction (e.g., pipelines, utilities, fencing)

Pastures will be managed for sage grouse/big sagebrush only if
they contain 5% or more canopy cover of big sagebrush.
Guideline

During the AMP process or as other opportunities arise, design
and implement livestock grazing strategies to provide quality
nesting cover in all sagebrush stands (>15% canopy cover of
sagebrush) within at least 3.0 miles of active display grounds
(consistent with GA vegetation objectives) where sagebrush is
irregularly distributed around the display ground. This minimum
distance can be reduced to 2.0 miles where sagebrush is
uniformly distributed around display grounds. Consult Appendix
H for a description of quality nesting habitat for sage grouse.
Standard

Moving toward

No sage grouse leks occur within the Fall River
West GA.

Monitoring needed to determine existence of
potential habitat.
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Source

2001 LRMP Direction

Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA

1. MIS, cont.

Maintain or enhance wet and sub-irrigated meadows, seeps,
riparian habitats, and other wetland areas that occur in or adjacent
to sage grouse habitat as quality sage grouse foraging areas
during the spring, summer, and fall. Consult Appendix H for a
description of quality foraging habitat for sage grouse broods.
Standard
At the onset of drought, evaluate the need to adjust land uses to
reduce impacts on sage grouse nesting and brooding habitat.
Standard
Manage for high vegetative structure in areas where it would
enhance sage grouse nesting habitat. Emphasize areas
characterized by:
Presence of moderate to highly productive soils and range
sites,
Plant composition dominated by mid and/or tall grasses, with
sagebrush canopy cover of 15-25%,

Proximity to sage grouse display grounds. Guideline

Moving toward

No sage grouse leks occur within the Fall River
West GA.

Monitoring needed to determine existence of
potential habitat.

Fall River West GA
Wildlife, fish and rare plant
standards and guidelines

2. TES

Mountain plover
The following mountain plover direction will apply if plover are
eventually found or established in this geographic area:

To help reduce disturbances and risks to nesting mountain plover,

prohibit the following activities in plover nesting areas or within

0.25 miles of plover nests from March 15 through July 31:
Construction (e.g., roads, water impoundments, oil and gas
facilities)

To help reduce disturbances and risks to nesting mountain plover,

do not authorize the following activities in plover nesting areas or

within 0.25 miles of plover nests from March 15 through July 31.:
Construction (e.g., pipelines, utilities, fencing),

NA
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A-14 Pine Ridge and Fall River Ranger Districts
Nebraska National Forests and Grasslands
Source 2001 LRMP Direction Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA
2. TES, cont. Use the following criteria at the project level to help determine NA

where to use prescribed burning and high livestock grazing
intensities (Appendix I) to provide low grassland structure and
enhanced mountain plover nesting and brooding habitat:

Proximity to existing mountain plover nesting areas.
Proximity to prairie dog colonies.
Presence of expansive and flat grassland areas. Guideline

Wildlife, fish and rare plant
standards and guidelines

3. Special Plant and Wildlife
(3.64) Area: Special
Wetland/Aquatic Habitat (Crowe
Dam).

the habitat for waterfowl and shorebirds as follows:
Establish and maintain quality nesting and brooding habitat on
adjacent upland grasslands for waterfowl and associated wildlife
within 10 years. A substantial amount of this acreage should be
located where it would optimize habitat for waterfowl and
associated species. The following criteria will be considered
during site-specific, project level planning to help determine the
best locations to manage for high structure grasslands:
Area may be grazed or burned periodically to meet
management objectives. Guideline

Fall River West GA Swift fox Meeting
Wildlife, fish and rare plant This geographic area supports swift fox. USDA predator
standards and guidelines (primarily coyote) control activities to reduce livestock losses will
2. TES be limited in this area to methods that do not pose a significant
and direct mortality risk to swift fox. Standard
Special Plant and Wildlife (3.64) Areas: Swift Fox. This area
will be managed to emphasize moderate to low structure for swift
fox habitat. Guideline
Fall River West GA Vegetation in this area will be managed to enhance and maintain Meeting

Oglala and Fall River West GAs
Management Area 2.1 Special
Interest Area

General standard. 1

Allow uses and activities that maintain and enhance the
characteristics for which the SIA was designated.

Moving toward
Many of the SIAs on the Oglala GA are fenced
from livestock.
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Source

2001 LRMP Direction

Meeting, Not Meeting, Moving Toward, NA

Fall River West GA

MA 3.64 Special Plant and
Wildlife Habitat standards and
guidelines

General 1.

Wetlands habitat will be protected to maintain the hydrology
regimes for species viability. Standard

Meeting

Fall River West GA Maintain disturbance processes (fire, grazing) if required for Meeting
MA 3.64 Special Plant and habitat enhancement, restoration or species viability.

Wildlife Habitat standards and

guidelines

General 2.

Fall River West GA Conflicts that cannot be mitigated are resolved in favor of specific | Meeting

MA 3.64 Special Plant and
Wildlife Habitat standards and
guidelines

General guideline 4

plant and wildlife species and communities.

If conflicts cannot be mitigated, decisions would
favor specific plant and wildlife species and
communities.

Fall River West

MA 3.64 Special Plant and
Wildlife Habitat standards and
guidelines

Infrastructure 1.

New structural range improvements (fences and water
developments) may be constructed as needed to achieve desired
future conditions objectives. Guideline

Moving toward
This will be considered when such projects are
proposed.

Oglala GA

MA 5.12 General Forest and
Rangelands: Range Vegetation
Emphasis

Infrastructure guideline 1

When reconstructing water impoundments, consider opportunities
to enhance native wildlife and plant species habitat and restoration
of natural drainage patterns. Guideline

Meeting
This will be considered when such projects are
proposed.
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A-16 Pine Ridge and Fall River Ranger Districts
Nebraska National Forests and Grasslands

* 2001 LRMP Appendix B - Recommended Fence Specifications for Big Game Movement1

indore  BigGamespcies L N ey Wire Type
Cattle only Deer, Elk, Pronghorn 3 38 16, 10, 12 Bottom smooth
Cattle and Sheep Deer, EIk, Pronghorn 4 40 16, 6, 6, 12 Bottom smooth
Sheep only Deer, EIk, Pronghorn 4 32 12,6,6,8 Bottom smooth
Cattle only Bighorn Sheep 3 39 20, 15,4 Barbed

These recommendations are designed for facilitating movement of both young and adult big game animals during all seasons including winter and spring
when snow drifting can be expected.

No standards are available for bison, but provisions for big game movement should be considered when building bison fences.
® Woven (net) wire fences are not recommended.
* One or more of the top wires may also be electrified.
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Appendix B:

Maps of Improvements under Alternative 2

(Existing Condition) and Alternative 3 (Proposed

Action)
Fall River West GA improvement maps
Antelope Miller 387
Beebe-Markey Miller 514
Cottonwood Group Moody
Cow Camp Mule Creek
Crowe Dam Plumb-Henry
Danks Roller
East Association Ross
East Porter Simons
Eberle Stearns
Ellison Dam Trotter
Fuchs Trotter/Coal Creek
Furrow Tubbs
Henry Van Loan
Honadel West Association
Indian-Brush Creek West Porter

Oglala GA improvement maps

Antelope Creek Roundtop
Ardmore Sand Creek
Badlands Sherrill Hills
Benedict Buttes Short Branch
Boardgate Toadstool
Hat Creek Upper Whitehead
Horn Waldon Hills
Indian-Brush Creek Warbonnet
Lower Whitehead Whitehead
Meng Reservoir York
Montrose
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APPENDIX C: ALLOTMENT MAPS

Allotment map 1 covers the following allotments:

Beebe-Markey Ellison Dam Pfister
Benton Fossil Point Porter
Cottonwood Group | Fuchs Simons
Danks Honadel Stearns
East Porter Hudson Tubbs
Eberle Miller 514 West Porter

Allotment map 2 covers the following allotments:

Antelope Indian Brush Roller

Brush Creek Indian Misc. Trotter/Coal Creek
Cow Camp Pfister Simons

Danks Plumb Stearns

East Association Plumb-Henry West Association

Horse Creek

East Porter

Allotment map 3 covers the following allotments:

Antelope Indian Draws Ross
Ardmore Long Branch Short Branch
Cow Camp Meng Reservoir Soske

Crowe Dam Miller 387 Trotter
DeGering Moody Van Loan
Furrow Morris Waldon Hills
Henry Mule Creek Warbonnet
Horsehead Roller Wasserburger
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Allotment map 4 covers the following allotments:

Allotment map 5 covers the following allotments:

Antelope Horse Creek Sherrill Hills
Antelope Creek Indian Brush Squaw Ridge
Brush Creek Indian Draws Trotter

Cow Camp Indian Misc. Van Loan
DeGering Long Branch Warbonnet
Furrow Montrose Whitehead
Grandma Davis Draw | Plumb York

Hat Creek Roller

Ardmore Lower Whitehead Strawstack Butte
Badlands Meng Reservoir Sugarloaf
Benedict Buttes Pete Smith Hill Toadstool
Boardgate Prairie Dog Upper Whitehead
Burlington Roundtop Waldon Hills
Eagle Eye Sand Creek Whitehead

Horn Short Branch Wolf Butte

Long Branch Sixteen Mile Corner
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Allotment map 1
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Allotment map 2
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Allotment map 4

i ANTELOPE

BRUSH CREEK

ROLLER

INDIAN Mlﬁﬂ_h

INDIAN BRUSH

:_r‘—_

SHERRILL HILLS

GRANDMA
DAVIS DRAW

HORSE CREEK

N

ARBONNET ©

INDIAN DRAWS

L WARBONNET.

ANTELOPE CREEK.

ANTELOPE
CREEK.

Wyaming

SQUAW RIDGE|

INDIAN BRUSH

FURROW

-
1

LONG BRANGH

1

Legend
77: State Line

D Project Area

:l Alletment Boundary

Private

Lr

- | State
Mational Forest System Lands

LONG BRA

HAT

CREEK.
~]

Appendix C — Allotment Maps



Final Environmental Impact Statement for Allotment
Management Planning in the Fall River West and Oglala GAs

C-7

Allotment map 5
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APPENDIX E:
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The DEIS was released for public review and comment in February 2010. The comment period
closed on September 1, 2010 after several extensions. The forest received comments from
approximately 10 individuals, agencies, and organizations. The ID team identified 115 individual
comments from the letters and email received.

Comments were separated into themes by resource topics and assigned to the appropriate
specialist or specialists for initial review and response. Multiple comments on the same topic
were grouped into one comment. Final responses to the comments were reviewed and edited by

the ID team. Comments and responses are listed below.

Comment Response

Additional analysis or additions to the documents

1. To claim that a large portion of the analysis area | Chapter 3 of the FEIS includes existing
"evolved under a history of homesteading in the | condition discussions for rangeland
early twentieth century” is to mislead the public vegetation; rare plant communities;
by substituting secular history for natural history | endangered, threatened, proposed,
that spans millennia. We request the FS offer candidate, sensitive, and management
the public a serious biological and ecological indicator species; hydrology and soil
account of the condition of the project area prior | resources; cultural resources; paleontological
to large scale disturbance of the land in the resources; recreation; and social and
1900s. economic resources. These existing

conditions are the result of past natural and
anthropogenic influences.

2. The Service must have prepared an adequate Analysis of environmental effects from the
analysis that shows the relative values of the alternatives is presented in the FEIS and
different types of land on the forest, and it has to | includes the following resources: rangeland
consider how private land may or may not be vegetation; rare plants; endangered,
able to supply the same type of needs on a threatened, proposed, candidate, sensitive,
national basis. It is our assertion that this type of | and management indicator species; climate
"relative values" analysis was either never change, water quality; cultural and
conducted and/or its data ignored. paleontological resources; recreation and

social and economic resources. Analysis at a
national scale is outside the scope of this
site-specific project.

3. On the contrary, the case law up to this point Determinations for, and analysis of effects to,
gives the agency discretion to determine the wildlife species, including greater sage
proper uses for various localized areas of the grouse, are discussed in the BABE and
forest. We assert that the Nebraska National summarized in chapter 3 of the FEIS.
Forest has failed to apply its discretion to protect
an imperiled species, now a candidate for
protection under the Endangered Species Act.
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Comment

Response

4.

If the Forest is going to exclude a certain multiple
use e.g., biological diversity, from a particular
area, it must provide an adequate analysis that
shows the relative values of the different types of
land on the forest, and it has to consider how
private land may or may not be able to supply the
same types of needs on a national basis. We
contend that the Service has failed and continues
to fail to provide such analysis.

Analysis of environmental effects from the
alternatives is presented in the FEIS and
includes the following resources: rangeland
vegetation; rare plants; endangered,
threatened, proposed, candidate, sensitive,
and management indicator species; climate
change, water quality; cultural and
paleontological resources; recreation and
social and economic resources. Analysis at a
national scale is outside the scope of this
site-specific project.

following categories for consideration; Hydrology
& Soil Resources, Land Use (including Prime &
Unique Farmlands), Air Quality, Noise, and
Esthetics/Visual Resources. Some of these
categories may not be affected by or affect the
project but should be considered and if no
relevance is found, the finding of lack of impacts
to or from the project should be stated in the
environmental impact statement. While a Water
Quality category is included, it may be more
contextual to incorporate subcategories such as
Surface, Groundwater, and Wetlands.

5. We request the Service honor its mandate to Consideration of best available science was
abide by all laws governing its decision-making direction under a previous planning rule
and to consider and act upon the best science which was recently superseded by new
available as it moves forward with this proposed | regulations (Federal Register, April 9, 2012,
project. pp. 21162-21274). The transition language of
the new regulations state that "no obligations
remain from any prior planning regulation,
except those that are specifically included in
a unit's existing plan" (36 CFR 219.17(c) -
2012 rule).
This is disclosed in the RODs in the
Consistency with NFMA section.
6. EPA recommends including all or some of the The water quality specialist report and FEIS

Chapter 3 were updated to include
information from Nebraska's 2012 Water
Quality Integrated Report and the 2012
South Dakota Integrated Report for Surface
Water Quality Assessment. More
information was also added to both
documents to address the comment about
including information on soil resources,
surface water, and wetlands.

Visual resources are discussed in the
recreation specialist report and the recreation
section of the FEIS.

In the October 2012 ID team meeting, the
team considered land use, air quality, and
noise and validated that they were either not
brought forth as issues during scoping or
were not affected by livestock grazing in the
project area.
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Comment

Response

7.

Direction listed on page A-2 states that "In the
water influence zone next to perennial and
intermittent streams, lakes, and wetlands, allow
only those actions that maintain or improve long-
term health and riparian ecosystem condition."
While it is understood that the proposed adaptive
management process would allow for site-
dependent flexibility in management and
mitigation practices, it would be useful in
instances such as these to include at least a few
specific examples of practices and procedures
that may be used to meet these directives and
how health & condition will be measured.

The water quality specialist report
(Environmental Consequences section) has
a table listing allotments/pastures that
contain woody draws/riparian areas and the
proposed management changes under
alternative 3.

Chapter 2, tables 2-4 and 2-5, lists the
proposed adaptive management to be
implemented first and the expected outcome
of that implementation including
improvement in the condition of riparian
areas and vegetation.

Monitoring is discussed in chapter 2 and
listed in table 2-7.

8. Chapter contains no mention of the Existing condition of greater sage-grouse
environmental impacts of prairie dog habitat and sage-grouse habitat is discussed in the
encroachment into the Special Plant and Wildlife | BABE and in chapter 3 of the FEIS. As noted
Habitat Area for Sage Grouse. -- "Areas in both documents, the limiting factor for
managed for sage grouse would have high sage grouse in the project area appears to
structure. Areas managed for swift fox and be the amount of sagebrush that covers the
prairie dogs would have low structure." landscape. The BABE notes that “the lack of
We believe that the management prescriptions in | forbs and the height of herbaceous cover in
the DEIS for sage grouse habitat and the prairie | €xtreme drought conditions are problematic,
dog habitat are in direct conflict. Further, we but they are far outweighed by the lack
believe that this conflict has not been described | Sagebrush canopy coverage.”
or evaluated in the DEIS.

Prairie dog habitat expansion into Sage Grouse
habitat is causing the destruction of the sage
grouse habitat and this habitat destruction of an
ESA candidate species must be properly
evaluated.

the Fall River West and Oglala GA DEIS is
devoid of any scientific, environmental
information evaluating the direct conflict between
the prairie dog habitat expansion into the sage
grouse special habitat area.

9. After the DEIS was released for public comment, | The burned area has been added to, and

hundreds of acres of big, tall sagebrush in the
Special Sage Grouse Habitat Management Area
were eviscerated by an intense wildfire in the Fall
River West GA. --we believe that a supplement
to the DEIS is also required as a result of the
changed circumstances caused by the recent
wildfires.

analyzed in, the BABE and the discussion
summarized in chapter 3 of the FEIS.
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Comment Response

10. FEIS should discuss the effect of man-made None of the proposed dams are located on
dams on the area, both upstream and perennial or intermittent streams.
downstream impacts.

11. page 3-51 the FS discusses a study by Rimbey | The Rimmel and Torrell (2011) study was
and Torrell (2011) that shows other grazing- listed in bibliography for the DEIS. It is
related costs eliminates the cost difference and in| available in the project record and at the
three states the cost is more on public land. The | following site:

FS should discuss any studies that contradict this| http://www.cals.uidaho.edu/aers/PDF/AEES/
and/or provide more details on this study in an 2011/GrazingCost2011.pdf
appendix.

12. Joe did not understand the statement on page 3- | Effects of the alternatives on rare plant
17 about the artificial vernal pool and artificial communities are disclosed in chapter 3.
playa wetland community and wanted further The proposed action did not change the
explanation of this statement. He felt that rotation for this allotment.
grazing this area in the summer would potentially
be more harmful since cattle are grazing uplands
in the spring. He feels further discussion is
warranted, data, and would not like to change the
rotation due to many complications if grazed in
the fall.

Additions to the document

13. The EPA recommends including the entire 2001 | The LRMP is included in the project record.
Forest Plan as an Appendix, or at minimum LRMP direction applicable to this project is
including the entirety of 2001 Forest Plan's included in appendix A.

Chapter 1 (Standards and Guidelines) as an
Appendix or Supplement, as it includes more
specific information.

14. In the event that there are jurisdictional waters of | There are no jurisdictional waters in the
the U.S. impacted by the proposed action, we project area - see definition* below. The
recommend that any mitigation should occur in effects analysis boundaries for each
the same HUC 8 or smaller watershed as the resource are discussed in the FEIS chapter
location of the project impacts. 3.

*Definition of jurisdictional waters:

The following waters are protected by the
Clean Water Act: Traditional navigable
waters, Interstate waters, Wetlands adjacent
to either traditional navigable waters or
interstate waters, Non-navigable tributaries
to traditional navigable waters that are
relatively permanent, meaning they contain
water at least seasonally, Wetlands that
directly abut relatively permanent waters.
(http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/guidance/wetl
ands/upload/wous_guidance_4-2011.pdf)
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15.

The DEIS proclaims that Alternative 1 is the "No
Action, No Livestock Grazing" alternative for
management of the Fall River West and the
Oglala G.A.s. Consideration of this alternative is
a violation of the previously quoted Federal
Regulation.

Requirement for consideration of a no action
alternative is discussed in chapter 2 of the
FEIS and is shown below.

“The Council for Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations for implementing the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
requires that a no action alternative be
developed as a benchmark from which the
agency can evaluate the proposed action. No
action in livestock management planning is
synonymous with “no domestic livestock
grazing” and means that domestic livestock
grazing would not be authorized within the
project area (FSH 2209.13; WO amendment
2209.13-2005-10).”

16. Does the NNF Land and Resource Management | Under the 2012 planning rule, there is no
Plan (LRMP), the FS Manual, FS Handbook, direction for managing extirpated species,
recent FS Planning Rule or other national FS and MIS are replaced with focal species.
directives, provide you with instructions for what | Section § 219.9 of the planning rule “adopts
to do when an MIS is extirpated? If so, please a complementary ecosystem and species-
discuss such guidance. specific approach to maintaining the diversity

of plant and animal communities.”

Forest Service manual and handbook
direction and the LRMP do not contain
direction for managing extirpated species.

17. Please display all mesic areas, wetlands, NWI maps are included in the hydrology
springs, and intermittent and perennial streams specialist report. There are no maps of the
on a map. other water features mentioned by the

commentor.

18. All stock tanks should have overflow values-- This design feature is in the Design Features
devices to prevent birds,--from drowning. table in chapter 2 of the DEIS and it is also in

the FEIS chapter 2 (table 2-6).
19. All fences should be designed to provide for A design feature has been added to table 2-6
large/tall wildlife to cross fences as needed, in chapter 2. This LRMP direction was also
added to FEIS appendix A - 2001 LRMP
Direction (Objectives, Standards, and
Guidelines).
20. All fences should provide for gates or styles at Design features have been added to table 2-

intervals -- to provide access to habitats or areas
of interest to recreators. All primitive gates at
roads should be designed so women, old people
and teenagers can open and close them

6 in chapter 2. This LRMP direction was also
added to FEIS appendix A - 2001 LRMP
Direction (Objectives, Standards, and
Guidelines)
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21 Protection of visual quality should be an objective | The recreation specialist report and chapter
during improvements. 3 of the FEIS contain an expanded

discussion of the recreation opportunity
spectrum (ROS) and scenic integrity
objectives (SIO) in the project area and how
those resources will be affected by the
alternatives.

22 FEIS should discuss the loss of saturated soils A discussion of hydric soils has been added
and any adverse impacts to plant and wildlife to the Water Quality specialist report and to
diversity from such past modifications to the chapter 3 of the FEIS.
lands hydrology.

23. The FEIS should identify the largest areas Maps of areas without improved roads were
without improved roads. generated as part of the 2010 Travel

Management Plan for the Nebraska National
Forest, Buffalo Gap National Grassland,
Oglala National Grassland, and Samuel R.
McKelvie National Forest EIS. They are
available at
http://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/nebraska/home
/?cid=stelprdb5097502.

24. Please provide a map of the ROS values and the | The recreation specialist report and chapter

SIO for all areas. 3 of the FEIS contain an expanded
discussion of the recreation opportunity
spectrum (ROS) and scenic integrity
objectives (SIO) in the project area.

25. The FEIS claims there will be no direct effectto | The recreation specialist report and chapter
SIOs or ROS within the project area for two 3 of the FEIS contain an expanded
alternatives if implemented. Please explain the discussion of the recreation opportunity
reasoning for this. spectrum (ROS) and scenic integrity

objectives (SIO) in the project area.

26. Management indicator species--only mentions Management indicator species for the project
sharp tailed grouse. The Greater sage grouse is | area are greater sage-grouse, black-tailed
listed under T & E species section, not the MIS prairie dog, and plains sharp-tailed grouse.
section. There are other MIS on the NNF besides | Habitat requirements for all three species are
these two. Please be clear to list them all, -- discussed in the Existing Condition section of
discuss monitoring --and impacts the BABE.

Appendix E — Comments and Responses




Final Environmental Impact Statement for Allotment

E-7

Management Planning in the Fall River West and Oglala GAs

Comment

Response

26,
cont.

Greater sage grouse are discussed in the
Threatened and Endangered Species section
of the BABE and the FEIS. Black-tailed
prairie dogs are discussed in the Sensitive
Species section of the BABE and the FEIS
(chapter 3). Plains sharp-tailed grouse were
discussed in the MIS section of the DEIS and
are discussed in that section of the FEIS.
The BABE for the FEIS contains an
expanded discussion of the plains sharp-
tailed grouse.

27.

Sharp Tailed Grouse--Does this LRMP guidance
allow for exceptions during drought? How many
years since the LRMP Revision have the Forest
Plan guidance on the grouse not been met? Will
climate change bring more drought years than
previously predicted? How are you determining
population trends?

The BABE for the FEIS contains an
expanded discussion of the plains sharp-
tailed grouse.

28. It should discuss any possible impacts to the As noted in the BABE, the sturgeon chub
sturgeon chub, which exists downstream in the was eliminated from further analysis because
Cheyenne River, below Angostura. Could water | it was not found in various surveys of the
quality or water quantity issues arising in this far | project area and its habitat (large turbid
up stream area affect it? rivers) does not exist in the project area. The

determination for sturgeon chub is “no
impact.”

29. Prairie Dogs --Please expand-- Please discuss Black-tailed prairie dogs are discussed in the
it's ecological importance. --how--have--been sensitive species section of the BABE and
meeting the minimum acreage for your GA during| the FEIS.
the past years and also predict if you will exceed | As disclosed in the DEIS, FEIS, and the
the minimum in the future. --discuss past BABE, decisions for boundary management
monitoring. -- We would like efforts to maximize | and interior management of prairie dog
prairie dogs in an action alternative. Where are populations were made in 2005 and 2008
the prairie dog acres located? (USDA Forest Service 2005, USDA Forest

Service 2008). The two decisions prescribe
the acres of prairie dogs that will be
maintained in each geographic area and
where and when control will take place.

30. provide a map of all allotments under discussion | Maps of the allotments were included in
--all the grazing improvements --all roads appendix C of the DEIS.
displayed. Allotment maps have been updated for the

FEIS and are in appendix C.
31. FEIS should have the maps relative to sagebrush| The BABE contains a map of sagebrush

and sage grouse habitat requested above.

canopy cover on the Buffalo Gap National
Grassland and a map of sagebrush canopy
cover following the 2012 fires.
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32. a topographic map and a map of water influence | Water influence zones in the project area are
zones requested above. not mapped. Mapping the zones was not

necessary to evaluate the effects of the
alternatives on water quality and soil
resources in the project area.

33. provide maps of prairie dog acres and sharp tail | Maps of sharp-tailed grouse leks, active
grouse leks. If you have burrowing owls--should | prairie dog towns, and burrowing owl habitat
map those. have been included in the project record.

34. The colonization of the Americas by Caucasians, | Environmental justice is discussed in the
the dislocation of Native Americans, the Lakota Socio- economic report as required by
claims of treaty violation and ownership to the Executive Order 12898. The Council on
area should be disclosed in the environmental Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance is
justice, also discussed in the report. This information

was presented in the DEIS and in the FEIS.

35. The 2012 Integrated Report for Surface Water The water quality specialist report for the
Quality Assessment was submitted to the EPA in | FEIS used the 2012 Integrated Report for
April and a final version is available for down load| Surface Water Quality Assessment.
from the SD DENR web site. | think that may be
more current than the 2010 303d list and have
new information on non-attainment waters.

36. | am attaching 3 USFWS documents on These documents are included in the project
recreational use by Americans and SD folks. One| record.
is a 2006 nationwide survey, one is a 2006 SD
survey and one is a 2001 survey about birding.

They clearly show that wildlife watching exceeds
hunting as a recreational use by Americans and
also South Dakotans.

37. I've attached 3 files pertaining to the Sage- These documents are included in the project
grouse Conservation Objective Team's draft record.
report: pdf of the draft sage-grouse COT report,

USFWS Press Release, USFWS fact sheet

38. There is not an exclosure on Brush Creek. The range specialist report has been
Fence line needs removed on map and updated to correct this.
description in Table 2-5, pg.2-16, Table 2-1, pg.

2-2, Indian Creek and Brush Creek Allotment
Maps need existing improvements and proposed
improvements updates.

Modify the proposed action

39. In regard to pasture #19A one new tank on The range specialist report and the FEIS
Sugarloaf pipeline, with additional temporary tank | have been changed to reflect this.
site (culteral study).

40. In regard to the windmill move overflow tank and | The range specialist report and the FEIS
add on (culteral study) change pipe and pump have been changed to reflect this.
2in pipe 1 7/8 pump wooden rods.
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41.

Cultural study for fence relocation between #19
and #45 consideration of abandend fence line for
partician fence.

The range specialist report and the FEIS
have been changed to reflect this.

42. Possible change from cow calf to yearling. This is currently an option under alternative 3

43. As for pastures 19 and 19A | concur with The range specialist report and the FEIS
suggested changes of Eniel Raben. have been changed to reflect this.

44, Joe would like to keep his grazing rotation as it | The proposed action did not change the

is currently. Due to his 30 + private land
pastures grazing plan, weaning, spring calving,
facilities, water and many other variables, the
current rotation system works well.

rotation for this allotment.

Sage grouse

45,

the FS must quantify to what extent Fall River
West included sage habitat prior to large-scale
poisoning exercises in the past.

What was the historic distribution of sage habitat
in this area - both on private and on public land in
the SW corner of SD. Was there any habitat ever
in the NW corner of Nebraska? If so what
happened to it and what role did the Grasslands
play in its' loss or protection? Where are the
lands capable of supporting sage grouse habitat
that are currently sufficiently covered , not
sufficiently covered or not covered at all by
sagebrush? Can you compare current canopy
coverage with historic canopy coverage?

Additional discussions of greater sage
grouse habitat are included in the BABE and
chapter 3 of the FEIS.

The BABE contains an expanded discussion
of sagebrush habitat in the project area (see
the Existing Condition section). The following
maps were also added: Distribution of
sagebrush across the western United States
(Connelly et al 2004); 2004 sagebrush
canopy cover - Buffalo Gap NG; 2012
sagebrush canopy cover, post fire.

We request the Service essentially start from
scratch by analyzing the relative values of the
project area in the context of the federal, state
and local conservation statuses of the greater
sage grouse. Given the current status of the
greater sage grouse and the preponderance of
conservation science available to the Service we
find no reason that a genuine effort on the part of
the Service to restore the propsed project area
to suitable sage grouse habitat is to be
considered beyond the scope of this proposed
project. We believe the Service should find the
restoration of the proposed project area to
suitable sage grouse habitat to be a reasonable
alternative to be considered.

Additional discussions of sage grouse habitat
are included in FEIS chapter 3

Sagebrush planting as an adaptive
management option was added to alternative
3. Specialists evaluated this adaptive option
and documented whether it affects their
respective resources. That documentation is
in the project record. Results of their
assessment are summarized in chapter 3 of
the FEIS.
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45, we (PHAS and NH) want the FS to engage in an | Additional discussions of sage grouse habitat

cont. | effort to recover the greater sage grouse are included in FEIS chapter 3
population and its habitat in the Fall River Sagebrush planting as an adaptive
District. management option was added to alternative

3. Specialists evaluated this adaptive option
and documented whether it affects their
respective resources. That documentation is
in the project record. Results of their
assessment are summarized in chapter 3 of
the FEIS.

46. When did the Nebraska National Forest poison A discussion of past treatment of sagebrush
(or otherwise destroy) the sage habitat? During has been added to the BABE in the Existing
what years did that occur? Condition section.

When did the Nebraska National Forest destroy
sage habitat on these NNF grasslands? How was
it destroyed? Were there any NEPA documents
or other written records to justify or describe
those decisions?

47. How long has the greater sage grouse been an The following information has been added to
MIS on the Forest? As it was an MIS what kind of | the Existing Condition section of the BABE:
monitoring records for habitat or population are "The sage grouse was selected in the 2001
there and for how long? Had the population been | revision of the LRMP as the management
in steady decline, or did it just blink out in 20067 | indicator species (MIS) for the sagebrush

habitat in the West Geographic Area."
Monitoring information has been added to
the BABE in the Analysis of Effects for T & E
Species section.

Additional discussion on the effects of the
alternatives has been added to the BABE in
the Determination of Effect and Rationale for
the Greater Sage Grouse section.

48. The discussions on page 3-19-20 are confusing | This has been clarified in the BABE in the
because you don't define what "area" has "Only | Analysis of Effects for T & E Species section.
7% of the area had a 10% or greater canopy
coverage of sagebrush".

49, Are there any changes to sage grouse core Sage grouse habitat in Wyoming and effects
habitat in Wyoming related to this decline in SD | to that habitat are outside the analysis
or any problems with connectivity? If so, please | boundaries and scope for this project.
discuss.
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50.

Please discuss the leks and where they have
been, both before sagebrush was removed and
after. Why when you have an extirpated MIS,
which is a federal candidate species, are you
allowing for a greater interval than once a year in
monitoring of leks/nesting?

Additional information on sage grouse leks
has been added to the BABE in the Analysis
of Effects for T & E Species section.

As noted in the Monitoring section in chapter
2, “the amount of monitoring done annually
will depend on funding and availability of
resources.”

51. We believe the current core sage grouse habitat | Additional discussions of sage grouse habitat
is thought to be in Wyoming and that SD is now | are included in FEIS chapter 3
believed to be on the fringe of that current core Sagebrush planting as an adaptive
habitat. If this is true, the Wyoming grouse are management option was added to alternative
not using habitat on the fringe of their range, but | 3. Specialists evaluated this adaptive option
will expand from core area to SD if conditions and documented whether it affects their
improve. We want you to fully explore in this EIS, | respective resources. That documentation is
what you can do to bring the sage grouse back in the project record. Results of their
across the border. assessment are summarized in chapter 3 of

the FEIS.

52. Why doesn't the FS know what is the cause of Additional information on sage grouse habitat
the decline of the sage grouse? Please disclose | and population trends in the project area is
what evidence have you gained, from all your included in the BABE and summarized in
years of monitoring your MIS, that show either FEIS chapter 3. The BABE also includes a
that livestock grazing "may be a contributor"” to discussion of the effects of livestock grazing
grouse's extirpation or may be beneficial to on sage grouse.
grouse?

53. Please provide a map of all areas with "sufficient | The BABE contains a map of sagebrush
canopy coverage". Please provide a map of any | canopy cover on the Buffalo Gap National
areas with "insufficient canopy coverage". Please | Grassland and a map of sagebrush canopy
relate these (on a map) to areas with historic but | cover following the 2012 fires.
lost sagebrush,

54. We request a sage grouse recovery alternative, | An alternative emphasizing sage grouse

where actions are designed to bring breeding
birds back across the border from Wyoming.

This Greater Sage Grouse Alternative should at a
minimum require a number of years with no
grazing, to provide for recovery of the understory.
In these areas grazing can't be reintroduced, until
appropriate objectives met. It should have
protections for wet areas. --reduce
fragmentation-- reduce disturbance from human
activities-- relocating stock tanks, fences, salt
licks or other "improvements"-- please disclose
these options and choose some appropriate
mitigation in the sage grouse alternative.

recovery was not analyzed because it does
not meet the purpose and need for the
project.

Additional discussions of sage grouse habitat
are included in FEIS chapter 3

Sagebrush planting as an adaptive
management option was added to alternative
3. Specialists evaluated this adaptive option
and documented whether it affects their
respective resources. That documentation is
in the project record. Results of their
assessment are summarized in chapter 3 of
the FEIS.
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55. The FS should investigate the re-planting of Sagebrush planting as an adaptive
areas with sagebrush plants, management option was added to alternative
3. Specialists evaluated this adaptive option
and documented whether it affects their
respective resources. That documentation is
in the project record. Results of their
assessment are summarized in chapter 3 of
the FEIS.
Violation of NEPA
56. In Nebraska about two thirds of the cultural As noted in the cultural resources specialist

resources sites identified in past surveys, have
not be evaluated for NRHP. In SD about half
have not been evaluated. This means the cultural
impacts section is incomplete and impacts can't
be disclosed in the FEIS and we believe this is a
violation of NEPA

report and in chapter 3 of the FEIS,
protection of cultural resources in the project
area has been discussed with the state
historic preservation offices in Nebraska and
South Dakota.

“Once the ground-disturbing activities and
their specific locations are identified, they will
be subject to the regular Section 106
process, as identified in 36 CFR 800 (SD
SHPO concurrence May 6, 2013; NE SHPO
concurrence May 29, 2013).”

Outside the scope of the project

57.

When the Service allowed and, in fact,
encouraged the extirpation of greater sage
grouse it clearly violated the letter and spirit of
the MUSYA and failed to fulfill its responsibility to
protect wildlife viability and a species that is a
candidate for protection under the Endangered
Species Act ... The forest has to comply with
the substantive and detailed guidelines in the
NFMA regulations and should set forth in the
forest plan how the multiple uses are going to be
provided in a way that also meets the
requirements in the NFMA regulations.

This is a comment on the 2001 LRMP not on
the DEIS for this project. It is outside the
scope.

58.

the assignment of relative values which could
lead to the exclusion of a certain multiple use on
a localized piece of national is something that
has to be done in the forest plan, and its impact
has to be analyzed in accordance with NEPA,
and subjected to public comment. In the context
of an inadequate plan, the Nebraska National
Forest cannot claim to be in compliance with

MUSYA.

This is a comment on the 2001 LRMP not on
the DEIS for this project. It is outside the
scope.
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59.

The fact is that the assignment of relative values
which could lead to the exclusion of a certain
multiple use on a localized piece of national
forest or grassland is something that has to be
done in the Forest Plan, and its impact has to be
analyzed in accordance with NEPA, and
subjected to public comment. Without having an
adequate Forest Plan and EIS, can the Nebraska
National Forest claim to be in compliance with
MUSYA? We request the Forest consider
MUSYA and respond, in clear detalil, to this
guestion.

This is a comment on the 2001 LRMP not on
the DEIS for this project. It is outside the
scope.

60. a reintroduction plan should be evaluated and Species reintroduction is outside the scope
the potential for such reintroduction disclosed of this livestock grazing project and decision.
and made a long term option for the NNF via the
FEIS.

61. We request that the FS engage in an effort to Recovery efforts for species are outside the

recover the greater sage grouse population and
its habitat in the Fall River District.

scope of this livestock grazing project and
decision.

Non substantive

Thank you for your comment

62.

the Service must consider diversity in terms of
multiple use management, which means that
they have to consider the relative values forest-
wide of all the potential areas to provide for
diversity. As 27(g) states, reduction in diversity
of plant and animal communities and trees
species from that which would be expected in a
natural forest, or from the similar to the existing
diversity in the planning area, may be prescribed
only where needed to meet multiple use
objectives. Any serious analysis of "relative
values" could not fail to recognize the high
relative value of sage grouse habitat. Yet, it
appears the Service in this case failed to
recognize it importance.

Thank you for your comment.

63.

In the NNF and central to this public comment
process are the question of multiple use and how
is the Forest going to rationalize that it is more
important to provide livestock grazing (whether
called range management, vegetation treatment,
fuel reduction or whatever) than to protect the
proposed area's use as a key source of
biodiversity and as a safe haven for the imperiled
greater sage grouse?

Thank you for your comment.
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64.

I much prefer alternative #2

Thank you for your comment.

65.

| do disagree with the premise impact of grazing
on wildlife.

Thank you for your comment.

66.

Alternative #2 seems to be the most reasonable
one.

Thank you for your comment.

67.

As for the curlews and impact of grazing they
seem to be nesting on private land

Thank you for your comment.

68.

If changes occur in the project purpose, need,
alternatives, or impacts between now and the
time of issuance of Public Notice, the EPA's 404
program reserves the ability to comment further
on this project. Information may be generated
through the 404 public interest review process
that was not documented during the EIS process
and should be considered in the final decision.
This could include changes in regulation or
processes, advances in the knowledge of the
resources to be impacted, discovery of
populations of threatened or endangered
species, new best management practices, and/or
improvement in stream or wetland restoration
science.

Thank you for your comment.

69.

| oppose logging and burning. | oppose new
roads. | oppose herbicide use.

Thank you for your comment.

70.

The DEIS Table 1-2 and 1-4 states that 10 to 30
percent of the land in the Fall River West and
Oglala Geographic Areas are desired to contain
low structure. We believe this standard is
inconsistent with the direction provided in the
Federal Regulation[36 crf 213.1 sec D] cited
above.

Thank you for your comment.

71.

The FRONG DEIS says on pages 3-19 "There
have been no sage grouse observed in the GA
since 2006." Stating on page 19 that an MIS has
recently disappeared from Planning unit, the
Service concludes on page 20 that Alternative 2
and 3 "May adversely impact individuals but is
not likely to result in a loss of viability in the
planning area or cause a trend toward federal
listing". (emphasis added) A species that has
already been extirpated due largely to past and
ongoing management decisions obviously cannot
lose viability via future actions.

Thank you for your comment.
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72.

In areas of sage grouse habitat, grazing may Thank you for your comment.
need to be completely eliminated for at least 6
years for recovery of the understory vegetative
component.
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DROUGHT MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES

Drought management guidelines will be implemented according to recommendations found in
Drought Management on Range and Pastureland, A Handbook for Nebraska and South Dakota
(Reece et al. 1991). Precipitation from the preceding two years, October through September, has
a direct influence on forage production and range recovery in the upcoming year. The greatest
emphasis is placed on precipitation in the immediate prior year because it has the greatest
influence on vegetation in the upcoming year. Precipitation in the immediate prior year is
weighted at 75 percent, while precipitation from two years prior is weighted at 25 percent.

This method provides for range recovery, and if needed, an opportunity to reduce livestock
numbers before winter costs are incurred. This prediction assumes that precipitation in the
upcoming winter and spring will be near average. If precipitation levels differ dramatically from
average, stocking levels will need to be adjusted further prior and during the current grazing
season.

During periods of drought, set the stocking rate based on the following formula:

[{(ax.25) + (b x.75)} / c] x d = recommended stocking level
a = precipitation 2 years prior from October thru September
b = precipitation 1 year prior from October through September

¢ = long term precipitation for the geographic area
d = permitted stocking level

Example: Stocking level for 1999 grazing year

a =18 inches, October 1996 through September 1997

b = 12 inches, October 1997 through September 1998

¢ = 16 inches

d = 2,700 AUMs

[{(18 x .25) + (12 x .75)} / 16] x 2700 = [{4.5 + 9} / 16] x 2700 = [ 13.5/ 16] x 2700 =

0.84 x 2700 = 2,278 AUMs recommended stocking level
If the weighted average precipitation for the previous two years exceeds 100 percent of long-term

average, the recommended stocking level cannot exceed the permitted stocking level to allow for
recovery of the rangeland vegetation or other resource needs.
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